TO THE FINANCE COMMITTEE FOR THE STATE OF WI

Introduction: Iam a Tax Payer of State of [WI, Brown County and township of
Rockland. As with most, I am tired of seeing an increase in taxes that I pay out year after
year. With each year, it seems we have less concern about what we truly “need” and
what is purely a luxury. It is not difficult to see how our deficit has become what it is
today. (a major credit card — over-drawn!)

A good example of this is The Rails to Trails programs that WI seems to finance with an
unlimited cap. Currently the state of WI (as quoted by Gary Hansen” “Leads the Nation
in current active miles of trails). 1400 miles with approximately 1130 THOUSAND
MILES, still available. With an approximately % million for each 10miles of trail, this is
huge!

And who does this benefit?

*Professional Bike Clubs

*Local walkers who live near the Trail. (common sense will tell us, the majority of
bikers & walkers will continue to use area’s near their home to recreate. (Sidewalks &
City streets)

In our local community meeting: I asked Gary Hansen the reason for wanting to spend
our State & Federal dollars on a program that supports only a few? His reply: “IF WE
DON’T SPEND IT HERE, WE'LL JUST SPEND IT SOMEWHERE ELSE”. Is this
truly how our Tax $$$ works? '

Two railroad beds that I’'m familiar with are:

Proposed Fox River Trail: which seems to have some hidden costs. Although the DNR
inform us our State cost will be less than % million, they are not sharing the cost of two
bridge removals & |Contamination clean-up. Our State will be expected to pick-up the
tab for if an “Agreement” is decided.

Rail Bed South of Greenleaf: was recently used by local businesses as a cheaper means to
transport to the Midwest . This also, was recently shut down to project the next Proposed
trail.

What’s cause this?

The flashing of our own State & Federal $$$ in the face of the Transportation Board.
They are making a killing at Tax-Payers & Land-Owners expense.

From a state prospective, I would ask of you to investigate how much of our State $$ ( to
include those so call “Federal Grants”, “Surplus”, etc.) have been spent thus far on
Purchasing Rail-Road right-a-ways. Regardless of what it’s called, it’s still funded by
you & me. (The Taxpayers)

I would also encourage you to investigate those hidden cost (such as removal/repairs of
bridges, clean-up, etc) that seem to not surface until after finance decisions are made.

I appreciate your willingness to allow me to voice my concern.
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I'am Jerry Slavik, an advocate for the taxpayer.
My address is:
830 E. Walnut St.
Green Bay, WI 54301
Phone # 920-432-7496

You will be hearing all day long more money will
be needed. As you hear this, please remember Wisconsin
is already in the top 5 highest taxed states in the United States.

Please keep Common sense in our government !

It might be a good idea to give $150.00 to each Wisconsin
resident as the current bill supported by John Ryba States.
This would send a message to them that you are listening
and really do care. |



CITY OF GREEN BAY
STATE SHARED REVENUES AND
'EXPENDITURE RESTRAINT PROGRAM

REVENUES
YEAR  STATE SHARED INCREASE/ %
REVENUES & ERP DECREASE  CHANGE

1991 $23.493 668 |

1992 $22.115,334 -$1,378,334 -6.23%
1993 $22.290,245 $174911 -0.79%
1994 $23.824,395 +$1,534,150  +6.88%
1995 $22.655.425 -$1,168,970 -5.16%
1996 $21,983,728 -$671,607 -3.06%
1997 $20,940,009 -$1,043,719 -4.98%
1998 $19,958,780 -$981,229 -4.92%
1999 $20,606,053 +$647,273 +3.24%

$24,000,000 T

$23,000,000 -

$22,000,000

$21,000,000

$20,000,000

$19,000,000
1991 1992 1993 1994 1995 1996 1997 1998 1999




Statement to the Joilit Finance Committee of the Wisconsin State Legislature
on behalf of the Brown County Taxpayers Association.
Entered by Thomas G. Sladek, 2634 Sequoia Lane, Green Bay WI 54313-4933.

To the members of the committee:

I come before you today to speak about a dangerous public policy change included in the
Governor’s budget proposal. The Brown County Taxpayers Association stands in strong
opposition to this proposal and asks that you remove it from the state budget. I am
speaking about the granting of state tax money to politicians for use in their campaigns.

We acknowledge there are some problems with election campaign laws. However, in our
view the worst possible step that can be taken in the name of campaign finance reform
would be to fund campaigns with taxpayer money. This would be a ‘solution’ which
would be far worse than any problem it is intended to fix.

Despite any current problems with campaign finance, the strength of political campaigns
should, and typically does reflect the excitement and support generated by the candidate
and the ideas for which the candidate stands. That’s the way it is, and that’s the way it
should be. Tax funding of campaigns moves us down the path of assuring that all
campaigns have the same resources, even if a candidate is unpopular, poorly qualified,
and advocates ideas unsupported by the citizens.

If elections are to reflect the will of the interested people, then involvement in political
campaigns must be an individual and voluntary decision. The only certain outcome of
tax funding for election campaigns will be that citizens like me will have our money
seized, under threat of incarceration, and given to candidates who stand for things we
oppose. Nothing in that scenario can be portrayed as just.

We in the Brown County Taxpayers Association are deeply disappointed that the
Governor has forwarded this proposal in his budget. Our disappointment extends to
members of the legislature who have jumped on this bandwagon with their own proposals
to shovel taxpayer dollars into political campaigns. We ask that the legislature remove

taxpayer funding of political campaigns from the budget. It would be a horrible misuse
of tax funds.

Thank you for your consideration, and for taking the time to come to our county and hear
our views.



Testimony of Robert Chicks
Chairman, Stockbridge-Munsee Community Band of Mohican

Indians
March 26, 1999

Members of the Committée, my name is Robert Chicks and I am the
Chairman of thé Stoqkbridge-Munéee .Community Baﬁd of 'Mohi..can Indians.
[ am here today to express the Stockbridge-Munsee Indian Tribe’s View- |
regarding the State’s 2000-2001 fiscal budget. More particularly, I urge the
Committee to fulfill the State’s promise to allocate the moneys that this
Tribe and the State agreed to this past s_urhmer, as stipulated in the
afnendment to the Gaming Compact bet§veen the étate of Wiééon‘sin aﬁd the
| Stbckbfidge-Munsee .Tribe. | o |
Iﬁ Augus‘_c, the Governor and I é_igned 'an arﬁendment tb the gaming
- compact bet&éen‘ thg Tribe‘ and fhe ,_S'tate of Wis.cons.in;' The amehdment |
cénta,ins a pro?isi@n fﬁat this Tribe is to ipake a pay'rrieht'to the ‘Slt'ate in the -
amo.unt‘of .$65.0,000.in eé@h Q'f, tﬁe next five years: NotwithStanding tha_t the
payment, or tax, violates the Indian Gaming Regulatory Act, the Governor
and the Tribe agreed that the Governor would consult with the Tribe for
- the distribution of monies pajd to the State.

Unfortunately, the Govémor’s Native American Inifiative contained in
. the biannual_ .budget was prﬁpgred, withéut any consultétion with 4}thi.s Tribe.l
In other words, this Tribe is forced to deal With.énother broken .p'romise.‘ o
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This Committee has the opportunity to remedy this. More specifically, this
Committee has the power and authority to produce a budget in line with the
promises made by the Governor on behalf of the State of Wisconsin to
consult with this Tribe. -

- One such promise involves tﬁe use of the monies in accordance with
the signed agreement between the State of Wisconsih and this Tribe. Let me
share with you some of the key terms of agreement. The agreement states
that the monies paid to the State would be used for:

| 1) Economic develbprﬁ‘ent initiatives to benefit Tribes and/or
Ameriéan Indiaﬁs within Wisc'onéin,.
' 2) Eé’onomic deveAldpment‘ initiatives in -regions"afound éasinos, R
3) Prorﬂotion of 'toﬁris‘m>wit'h.i1A1 the Stafé of ‘W.isc.o‘nsin,
| 4) Support ‘Of programs and services in Shéwénq Couﬁty,'wherethé
- Tribe is located,
5) Publié saféty iniﬁativés on the Stockbri"dge'-'Ml'lrise.e"ReserVati(")An.'. '
The Committee needs to understand that the Governor’s Native.
American Initiative does not come close to fulfilling the obligations that the
Governor promised to this Tribe. The Tr‘ibe'undgrstood that Shawano.
County,'the communities arouﬁd the reservation, and our tribe were goihg

; to benefit difec.tly from the Tribe’s payment to 'thefSta‘te'.‘.



The Governor’s Native American Initiative creates no new programs
that benefit Shawano County, the communities around our reservation, or
our tribe. The Governor’s Initiative similarly lacks any substantial
increases in thé development of existing programs. In fact, many of the
monies simply replace existing programs. Of the 31 programs in the
' Goverﬁor"s Native" Anierican Initiative,' iny 10 could be considé;ed new

pfograms. Few,‘ if any, abide by the agreement that the State signed with
our Tribe.

Today, I invite the Cdmm_ittee to consider using the monies derived
from the garning compacts to fund local governfnént‘ proj ects that benefit
communities éround our réservation. Fu:ndlng local pl’OJCCtS is what the |
Trlbe ;:.on‘c‘émpléted- and is ént1relj;/ consistent w1th the prom1se made by .the
: Govérnor-l_n our agréement. Addltlonally, this solut;on will not rcquire :
a.ddi.t.i_bnal' taxes, nér requiré: increases in shafed revenué.

| My purpOSé today is not to examine andl‘a'nél'yze Ve.ac'h progfam'
contained in the Governor’s American Indian Initiative. I and other Tfibal
leaders plan on attending future budget hearings to present specific
comments and solutions. However, there are two programs in the Initiative

that I will comment on today.



One new proposed program in the Governor’s Initiative is designed
specifically to fight Indian tribes. The Governor’s initiative would fund the
Department of Justice to hire an éttomey to “focus solely on Indian related
litigation.” I can assure this Committee that when I signed the amendment
with the State of Wisconsin, the farthest thing from my miﬁd was to fund‘a.n

“attorney fqr the State to litigate against Indian Tribes.

Perhaps the money allocated to this program would be better
spent hiring a liaison to aid in negotiations and assist in finding solutions
that arise outjurisd;lct_ional dispﬁtes. N.egot”iation toward agreements .

| between the_State, local governments and our Tribe should take the vplace of
coStly .and' divisive liti.gat‘i'_oni' ~This notioh is simply a fnatter of respect for
‘ o‘ﬁe another m a goverﬁmenf té govemméﬁt rélatiqnship.
Our Tribe and the local governments afe continuously Workiﬂg toWeﬁ_-‘d
| agreefnenfé th.af. benefit Aodrt‘l.‘ocal comrﬁunitié:s_ﬁ All though there wi_ll
always be some differences, we know that ﬁmn‘y pésitive.dé{/elbpments can
and do occur when wéiwork together to find solutions. This respects and
honors a long-standing government to government relationship.

* Another new program is one that funds 2.5 million dollars in FY ZOOQ
and 5.5 million dollars in FY 200.1 to businesses negatiVely impapted bvy'

- gaming. I do not kriow what “businesses negatively impacted” ’is'exac,t,ly. I



do know however that business and oommerce is booming in our region and
around the state. I also know that it is bad policy for the State to encourage -
businesses to align themselves against Tribal governments.

I'believe that this funding should be geared toward assisting business
that can benefit and have benefited from gaming. We believe that the State
and this Tribe should look at the posjtive impect of gaming, and build upon
that foundatjon to aid in continued economic development. This approach
is consistent with “economic development initiatives” contained in the
- agreement that I signed with the Governor in August.

.This Commlttee has a great respon_,lblhty to uphold the promlses
made by the State of Wlsconsm to this and other Indian trlbes regarding the
‘ consultatlon process and the use of the monies from the Indlan tribes. .

I am also ooncerned that when the programs ahd monies eont_ained in
the Governor’s Initiative ere eommingleil'With other state programs and
“monies, this appears to beur_nofe‘ ofa general t‘a;(',' or a's.se's.sfhent, which the
- Indian Gaming Regulatory Act specifically and clearly prohibits.

It is the intention of the Stockbridge-Munsee Tribe, along with the
other tribal govemrﬁents, to submit a more technical analysié‘ of the specific
line iterh proposais in this budget. Thfs Committee should also know fhat

Just'yesterday, our Tribal Council met with the Shawano County Board and



local town boards to discuss formulation and submission of a joint proposal
with specific goals and recommendations that we will submit at a later date.
We trust that prior to the time that the final budget is formulated, the formal
promise made to this Tribe will be honored. It is imperative that the Tribes
play an equal role in these government to government matters, especially

when the expenditures of tribally generated revenues are involved.
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isconsin’s major cities don't

have a spending problem,
they have a revenue problem, a
study by the Wisconsin Alliance
of Cities shows.

The state's major cities held their
spending increases to less than 2%
overall last year, a review of
budgets, levies and state aid data
for 39 cities across Wisconsin
showed.

Using Department of Revenue
figures and reports from the
finance directors and comptrollers
of the 39 cities, the study found
that budgeted general fund
spending' in the cities increased
just 1.87% from 1998 to 1999, and
just 2.97% between 1997 and
1998.

The Consumer Price Index, the
most widely used measure of
inflation, rose 1.6% in 1998 and
2.3%in 1997.

State Increases Greater

Comparable state general fund
spending increased 4.5% from
1996-97 to 1997-98 and 3.6%
from 1997-98 to 1998-99.2

The local spending restraint
occurred as cities struggled to
meet demands for improved
public services — more police on
the beat, improved fire protection,
etc — in the face of declining
state aid.

Shared revenue, the largest
municipal aid program, increased

! minus debt service in those cities that
include debt service in their general fund.
2 State general fund spending less debt
service, adjusted to eliminate the blip
caused by the $200-plus million pension
settlement. Source: Legislative Fiscal
Bureau.

‘ P o Spending Growth Was 1.8%

Major Cities Hold Line on Spending

less than two-thirds of 1% overall
in the 38 cities this year, and

actually fell more than $3.5
million for major cities in 1997.
The state’s shared revenue and

expenditure restraint
appropriations have been frozen
for five years.

The Alliance of Cities is a
coalition of 38 Wisconsin cities
ranging in size from Milwaukee to
Ashland, with a combined
population of more than 2 million.

Its survey included all 38
Alliance members and Watertown,
a potential member.

Bright Spots

Bright spots in the fiscal picture:
Beloit and Green Bay both cut
their levies 1% this year,
Marinette cut its levy 0.6%,
while levy increases below the
rate of inflation occurred in
Appleton, Ashland, Merrill and
Racine.

Significantly, Appleton, Ashland
and Merrill are receiving shared
revenue increases of 1.5% to 2.9%
this year.

Despite hiring nine firefighters
and eight police officers, Madison
held its general fund spending to a
1.8% increase.

Aid Cuts Hit Taxpayers

In 14 of 16 Alliance cities that
experienced combined cuts in
shared  revenue and  the
expenditure  restraint program
(ERP), levies rose above the rate
of inflation.

In some cities, local officials
trimmed their spending to just
below the maximum allowed, but
in others they restrained spending

even more.

Overall, levy increases were
significantly greater than spending
increases, underscoring the fact
that property taxes are dependent
on both spending and state aids.

"When our levy goes up more
than twice as fast as our spending,
that's ‘a clear indication that we
have a revenue problem, not a
spending problem," said Ed Huck,
executive director of the Alliance.

"Especially when spending is
virtually at the rate of inflation,"
Huck added.

State Aid Loss 'Directly’

Adds to Janesville's taxes

The loss of state aid directly
adds to property taxes in
Janesville, says Herb Stinski, that
city's finance director.

After a mecting between city
officials and Sen. Judith Robson
(D-Beloit), Stinski compared
Janesville's budgets, levies and
state aid receipts from 1995 to
1999.

The most glaring year was 1996,
when state aid fell $275,788, and
the levy rose $275,180.

That year city spending

- increased just $267,829 in

Janesville, a 1.1%  budget
increase. :
"Janesville has experienced very
moderate increases in operating
and total expenditures," Stinski
said in a memo to City Manager
Steve Sheiffer. "However, the loss
of state aid has directly
contributed to the increase in the

tax levy and rate.”
n
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Appleton

Lovy, g3

General Fund Spending Allowable incr. Actual Incr. Locat
1997 1998 1999 $7 98 9% | 67 88 99 . 1947
3 39,708 221 $ 41,199,127 $ 42,354,200 40 38 28| 384 375 28| Appston $ 25000
7,438,860 7.533,444 7,710,347 3% 32 247 271 121 235 AsHard 1,824.5°
8,950,343 7,218,007 7.480,707 40 44 35 382 371 23125| Baraboo 3,383 47
8,800,357 9,105,928 9,297,073 3.9 37 21| 042 347 2.10| BeaverDam 4,183,82
24,275279 24,772,380 25,585,595 48 40 34 430 20 330| Beloit 7.818,4¢
10,124,264 10,467,484 10,728,925 42 34 28] 42 338 25| Cudalw 5,067,7
10,125,313 - 10,140,020 10,837,036 45 44 31 48 33 30| DePems 24385
32,821,800 34,358,700 35,388,200 48 47 34| 425 459 288 EauClire 10,118,%
21,249,500 22,159,300 21,358,013 45 43 38| 449 429 359 Foddulac 11,855 3
60,708,380 §2,684,750 84,239,220 38 37 25| 248 326 248] GmenBay 31,9427
16,318,561 16,854,008 17,306,688 385 33 27] NA 329 263 Greerfield 18,5378
24,337,601 25,385,498 25,877,967 48 47 29| 148 431 1.84] Janssvike® 12,827.¢
8,183,422 8,510,888 8,751,266 39 40 38] 339 399 282 Kakam 35108
44 863,385 48,655,056 47,957,397 44 40 2.8f 439 399 278 Kerosha 25,660,4.
La Crosse 35,030,924 36,466,143 37,396,770 32 34 23] 32 34 23] LaCrosse 18,053.8:
121,702,878 125,422,058 127,678,120 42 4.4 34| 371 . 306 1.8 Madson 89.077.8 -
18,526,358 19,002,483 19,301,389 44 33 32f 355 257 3.18] Manitowoe 6.981,4
10,651,112 10,742,269 10,823,583 38 41 28] NA 086 1.68] Marinette 4,138.2
15,207,880 15,654,483 16,017,810 38 35 24] 38 29 23] Marsiiekd §801.7
12,242,886 12,882,688 13,010,113 486 38 23] 331 351 258 Merasts §,112,5
9.207,7%6 $.298,110 9,134,538 34 38 23] 392 057 1.54] Mamil 2.029.%
465,921,013 478,702,988 481,209,968 30 .30 1.8 277 231 035 Miwekes 149,318.5
7,181,165 7.464,355 . " 7,656,145 41 38 28 38 37 25 Morvoe 3,882,
15,725,897 18,304,040 16,748,030 41 41  30f 338 388 273 Neerwh $,829,5
28,905,444 27,993,690 28,840,974 45 42 34] 4495 404 3.38] Oshkosh 14,178,
5,818,749 §,820,345 5,954,211 43 38 23] 235 358 23] Platevde 1.828,%
Radine 82,788,784 84,307,539 65,458,853 32 30 18] 294 242 179 Racne 33,020,
27,684,919 28,100,328 28,516,429 38 33 23] 019 157 148 Sreboygen 14,8757
15,158,092 15,798,504 18,281,504 42 47 31] 38 419 308] Steverm Pt 86752
18,087,510 19,632,848 20,140,718 35 34 28 348 288  26] Superor 7,868,4
8,885,484 9,175,738 9,385,871 35 3.8 25} 3483 350 229 Two Rivers 2.808.2
10,808,023 11,270,881 11,411,018 47 43 28] 4.68 4299 1.3 Watertown 4,918,
35,538,167 35,751,158 37,965,888 39 41 38] 374 341 330 Waikesta 25,008+
21,365,173 21,700,000 23,556,334 37 37 298] 338 368 1.83] Waussu 7,550+
38,282,958 37,892,273 38,287,330 33 32 18] 275 304 1.61] Wauwatosa 24,8357
41,532,615 - 42,731,408 43,588,647 31 030 20| 28 289  20] WestASs 2484220
15,080,271 15,741,541 18,195,426 46 44 29| 458 439 288 VWestBerd 9,851,"
6,735,949 7,565,073 7,397,823 NA NA  NA] NA  NA  NA| Whitewater 1,269,
13,082,338 13,614,301 14,051,542 37 47 341 33 40  33] Vs Rapids 82572
$ 1,373,831,237 $ 1414681683 § 1,441,102,567 totat $ 841,754,
3.8 33 28] 351 344 245 medianchg
2.97% 1.87% overalt change
Data compited f:
members and
5
——————— _..:?.-vv:":vtvz:'ﬁ.Av_.‘,. -~ W”ﬂwﬁ‘_wﬁfww“w“m‘,?’?_’_ re o
= SO D FTTT

1 3

\

,

”~

e T

]
. L




i S ro Dl

d Revenue Survey

Purpose Levy Shared Rev. Recelved Expenditure Restraint $ Rec'd
1998 1999 1997 1998 1999 1997 1998 1999
$ 24906883 $ 25158220 % 10996207 $ 1122755 $ 11,549,803 | Appleton 1,657,148 1,554,038 1,399,498
1,908,878 1,938,503 3,620,056 3,897,364 3,803,238 | Ashiand 153,936 116,185 92,214
3,588,510 3,741,117 1,772,690 1,701,376 1,618,569 | Baraboo 187,039 213,069 211,590
4,390,019 4,799,870 2,524,434 2,415,622 2,295,150 | Beaver Dam 184,208 179,789 176,602
8,567,140 8,478,330 15,196,755 15,529,955 15,827,000 | Beloit 424,489 452,231 504,055
5,804,719 5,833,067 3,724,752 3,805,640 3.913,174 | Cudahy 238,875 231,447 264,242
- 2,410,991 2,657,592 2,249,975 2,138,445 2,035,454 | De Pere 151,021 92,884 55,808
11,737,000 13,284,000 10,373,355 9,867,800 9,376,300 | EauClaire 400,654 418,000 400,000
12,503,766 13,071,282 6,911,398 6,933,030 6,800,849 | Fond dulac 719,486 616,477 618,345
35,184,840 $ 34,843,570 19,237,080 18,315,283 18,833,775 | Green Bay 1,855,975 1,642,992 1,772,280
16,005 607 16,533,865 1,789,537 1,709,738 1,624,046 | Greenfield 931,927 902,009 830,814
13,264,398 14,351,119 6,982,476 6,643,759 6.312,401 | Janesvile 470,307 364,318 339,919
3,701,753 3,913,392 2,203,504 2,256,687 2,321,822 | Kaukauna 162,254 168,634 172,137
27,626,570 28,928,167 14,708,453 14,973,004 14,548,000 | Kerosha 1,720,535 1,763,934 1,860,000
17,891,445 19,634,934 9,957,196 10,159,909 10,466,833 | La Crosse 955,644 998,759 1,113,023
94,195,456 $8,645,938 12,021,874 11,507,278 10,960,753 { Madison 5,121,269 5,111,268 5,052,064
7,371,457 7,834,841 7.150,812 6,858,014 6,745,748 | Manitowoc 186,373 180,375 185,071
4,181,770 4,136,956 4,245,085 4,328,493 4,450,183 | Marinette none none 288,782
6,827,583 7,529,344 4,777,008 4,831,384 4,970,036 | Marshfield 449,355 406,305 402,243
6,454,078 6,796,387 3,372,249 3,443,827 3,543,213 | Menasha ansn 401,451 412,784
2,434,956 2,464,415 3,306,609 3,236,867 3,284,832 | Menil none 127,245 123,832
147,089,358 153,585,037 234,479,179 239,419,502 240,600,000 | Milwaukee 8,704,615 8,535,415 7,290,000
4,019,045 4,160,390 1,396,822 1,385,278 1,413,000 | Morroe 209,877 218,622 215,000
10,453,580 10,860,990 2,486,130 2,361,523 2,268,195 | Neersh 554,029 586,645 594,063
15,222,562 15,968,768 10,562,590 10,785,355 11,096,000 | Oshkosh 522,343 614,655 640,000
2,037,761 2,154,132 2,559,831 2,534,440 2,569,490 | Piattevide none 60,734 94,748
33,858,518 34,245,404 24,237,527 24,751,018 24,450,000 | Racine 2,810,649 2,699,722 2,705,000
15,243,358 15,832,558 11,406,495 11,338,935 11,486,668 | Sheboygan 904,304 841,365 807,847
9,050,862 9,303,110 3,947,989 4,032,410 4,147,513 | Stevers Pt 588,531 §50,510 524,718
8,115,777 8,585,858 7,451,500 7,608,359 7,826,923 | Superdor 535,121 523,681 493,022
2,923,239 3,142,183 3,608,034 3,684,613 3,790,778 | Two Rivers 119,429 123,205 118,332
5,051,971 5,493,034 3,652,421 3,469,913 3,569,137 | Watertown 208,348 194,687 167,804
27,130,555 28,045,120 3,170,974 3,010,231 2,862,835 | Weaikesha 1,363,037 1,458,532 1,539,801
7.813,682 8,183,838 8,505,349 5,428,684 5,498,415 | Wausau 516,729 652,539 661,510
25,430,457 26,232,387 1,560,915 1,484,201 1,423,828 | Waunatosa 1,328,968 1,322,177 1,252,396
25,096,097 25,963,769 8,315,000 8,477,000 8,720,000 | West Alis 1,550,000 1,496,000 1,488,000
10,452,298 11,184,315 2,273.212 2,159,678 2,051,765 | West Bend 505,873 491,409 497,483
1,609,083 1,705,224 3,736,739 3,756,338 3,753,097 | Whitewater none none none
6,522,212 7,134,954 4,610,958 4,635,594 4,546,937 | Wis. Rapids 480,474 429,546 409,718
$ 687,828,304 $ 606,426,980 | $ 482,093,229 $ 478,315,742 $ 479,530,042 | total $ 37045028 §$ 35750661 $ 35,815,301
44% 4.6% 0.15% 0.90%
4.06% 4.28% -0.78% 0.25%| total change -0.79% 2.55%

) Wisconsin Alliance of Cities
tate Department of Revenue
ich Eggleston

k) -
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TO: MAYOR JAMES SCHRAMM

FROM: RICH GEBHART, FINANCE DIRECTOR
DATE: MARCH 24, 1999

SUBJECT: SALES TAX/INCOME TAX PROPOSALS

The Alliance of Cities requested last fall that the State allow
for municipalities to have local option taxes that they could use

to supplement the Shared Revenue payments. The Alliance
requested this year that appropriations for Shared Revenues be
increased by 3% per vyear. The Governor’s proposed budget

includes neither.

Recent proposals from Madison legislators have suggested that
local governments have the option of collecting sales tax and
income tax at the local level. The intent of these alternative
revenue sources would be to replace Shared Revenues or to
substitute for a portion of the property tax, depending on the
proposal. '

Collecting the sales tax or income tax on a local basis would
create variances based on who has large retail and industrial
centers and who has very little. Also, a community s bond rating
may be lowered because of the risk of a local economic downturn,
such as a prolonged strike at a major employer. This could be
financially devastating if the sales tax or income tax is based
on a single community. But if it was averaged on a statewide
basis, a 1local economic downturn would have minor impact on the
community s revenues. :

Maintaining the collection of sales tax and income tax on a
statewide basis would allow for a more efficient collection
system and would not create various rates in the State that could
cause confusion for the Wisconsin citizens.

Allocating a percentage of the sales tax and income tax
collections for distribution +to municipalities (such as 9% of
each tax) would take the risk off of the State in years of
declining revenues and would allow the municipalities to share in
the risks/rewards of economics.



Sheboygan

spirit on the lake.
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February 22, 1999

The Honorable Tommy Thompson
State Capitol

P. O. Box 7863

Madison, WI 53707-7863

Dear Governor Thompson:

I had the opportunity to review the components of your proposed state budget and feel
compelled to comment on the negative impact I feel this budget will have on Wisconsin
cities. Initially, I must state that I view Wisconsin cities as the lifeblood of our state. Cities
provide many of the services that Wisconsin taxpayers are dependent upon, but yet, are the
frequent recipients of unfunded mandates and are left to compete with each other under the
state shared revenue payment formula.

Your proposal to freeze shared revenue and expenditure restraint payments will have a

devastating effect upon Wisconsin cities. For example, in the last 3 years, the City of
Sheboygan has increased spending within its General Fund at an average annual rate of
less than 1% - far below the Expenditure Restraint formula guidelines which ‘averaged
3.2% for those same years. However, during that same three year period, Sheboygan’s

shared revenue payments have decreased at an average annual rate of —1.1% while

expenditure restraint payments have decreased even more — at an average annual rate
of -3.3%. These reductions in state aids have resulted in our tax levy replacing state
aids as the primary source of revenue for our city!! I fear that a freeze in shared revenue
and expenditure restraint payments — especially during a time when cities such as Sheboygan
have exhibited control over their spending — will seriously jeopardize the future plans and
programs of our communities.

Your proposal to expand computer tax exemptions and reduce recycling grant payments are
two additional unfunded mandates which we can add to the long list of unfunded mandates
which the Wisconsin Alliance of Cities identified for the Joint Finance Committee in 1995.

The cost of these unfunded mandates negatively impacts not only city operations, but also
those of Wisconsin counties and schools.

A final concern resides in the establishment of the $5 million Clean Water Loan fund rather
than the $100 million fund which was requested. I fear that Wisconsin may jeopardize
its past successes and impede future clean water programs and projects unless this loan fund
is substantially increased from the $5 million level.



I realize that it may be difficult for any Governor to fully meet the needs of Wisconsin cities.

However, please understand our frustration. We request additional state aid and instead
receive more personal property tax exemptions. We seek mandate relief and instead face
an unfunded recycling mandate.

I'would appreciate the opportunity to speak with you regarding these issues and will be
contacting you in the near future to request a meeting. Hopefully, several other Mayors will

join me in that meeting. I look forward to your response and to further discussing these
issues with you.

Sincerely,

James R. Schramm
Mayor

JRS: jg

_cc:  State Senator James Baumgart

State Representative Joseph Leibham
State Representative Steven Kestell
Ed Huck, Wisconsin Alliance of Cities
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Testimony of Michael D. Meeuwsen
President & CEO - First Northern Savings Bank
Before the Joint Finance Committee
Green Bay, Wisconsin
March 26, 1999

OPPOSITION TO: COMBINED REPORTING TAX

Background:

The 1999-2001 Wisconsin Budget Bill (AB 133, SB45) includes a combined reporting tax that will have a major
impact on Wisconsin Businesses with out-of-state operations. According to the Wisconsin Department of
Revenue, switching to a combined reporting tax scheme will generate an estimated $70 million in tax revenue.

Currently, Wisconsin used a separate reporting method of calculating busineés taxes, meaning that an out-of-state
affiliate of a Wisconsin business is not taxed under Wisconsin law. Under combined reporting, financial institutions
will no longer be able to shelter investment income from Wisconsin taxes.

Reasons for Opposition:

1. BAD FOR BUSINESS: If implemented, combined reporting could very well have a catastrophic impact on the
Wisconsin economy. 1t will destroy Wisconsin’s pro-business climate in reality and reputation.

2. IT'S REGRESSIVE: The last state to enact combined reporting was Minnesota in 1986. Of the 39 states
with combined reporting, only 15 make it mandatory. The other 24 states allow combined reporting at the
election of the business taxpayer. The current trend among states is to move away from mandated combined
reporting.

3. FEWER WISCONSIN JOBS: Combined reporting will cost more than Wisconsin’s business-friendly
reputation; it will cost jobs. According to the Raabe study, tax policy should attract new investments, not
chase them away. Raabe also says: “Taxpayers disadvantaged by a move to combined reporting are likely to
move physical, financial and human capital out of state, in managing their tax costs.”

4. PAYING OUR FAIR SHARE: Wisconsin currently has the 12" highest business taxes in the nation,
according to the US Census Bureau. According to Sheshunoff Information Services, Wisconsin banks and
thrifts paid nearly a half-a-billion dollars ($478,069 million) in taxes in 1997. The facts also show that there
has been a steady increase in taxes paid by Wisconsin banks and thrifts during the last decade. Wisconsin
financial institutions are subject to the second highest tax rate when compared to lllinois, lowa, Michigan and
Minnesota, our neighboring states.

5. TAXSHIFT AT BEST: In the 1999-2001 budget bill, combined reporting off sets the cost of switching to a
single-sales factor apportionment formula. That makes combined reporting a tax shift at best, not a tax cut as
Gov. Thompson had originally announced. With a strong Wisconsin economy and with the Fiscal Bureau
projecting a $481 million revenue surplus, government should be proposing an honest tax cut. Wisconsin
business and employees have benefited from the State’s pro-business, pro-growth policies. Why would
Wisconsin want to jeopardize our strong economy?

Sincerely,

FIRST NORTHERN SAVINGS BANK

y F

ichéel D. Meeuwsen ©
President & Chief Executive Officer

Ashwaubenon Brillion Crivitz De Pere Green Bay Hortonville Howard
Kiel Marinette New Holstein New London Peshtigo Shawano Sturgeon Bay



GOOD MORNING SENATORS, REPRESENTATIVES LADIES, AND GENTLEMEN. MY
NAME IS SCOTT SHARP. | AM THE VICE-PRESIDENT OF AFSCME LOCAL 67. |
WORK FOR THE CITY OF RACINE IN THE DEPARTMENT OF PUBLIC WORKS FOR
THE PAST 22 YEARS. | ALSO HOLD THE OFFICE OF TREASURER OF AFSCME
WISCONSIN COUNCIL 40 AND REPRESENT OVER 30,000 MEMBERS THROUGH |
OUT THE STATE OF WISCONSIN.

| COME BEFORE YOU TODAY TO DISCUSS SEVERAL TOPICS OF GOVERNOR
THOMPSON’S BUDGET AND COUNCIL’S 40 POSITION ON THESE ISSUES.

1) . TRANSPORTATION EQUITY
A FAIR SYSTEM OF REVENUE DISTRIBUTION IS NEEDED TO FUND LOCAL
GOVERNMENT TRANSPORTATION PROJECTS AND KEEP COSTS OFF THE
PROPERTY TAX. WE SUPPORT LOCAL GOVERNMENT’S CALL FOR A TWO-THIRDS
LOCAL SHARE OF TRANSPORTATION REVENUES, INCREASING FROM THE
CURRENT 40% LEVEL.

LOCAL ROADS AND STREETS ACCOUNT FOR ABOUT 90% OF MILEAGE IN
WISCONSIN, YET THEY HAVE SEEN A DECLINE IN FUNDING. ACCORDING TO
THE LEGISLATIVE AUDIT BUREAU , FOR THE PERIOD FROM 1987-1997 THE STATE
SHARE OF LOCAL FUNDING HAS DECLINED FROM 30.4% TO 26.1% FOR
COUNTIES AND 24.3% TO 20.8% FOR MUNICIPALITIES. THAT IS WHY WE
ENDORSE SENATOR BURKE’S TRANSPORTATION FUNDING INITIATIVE AS A
FIRST STEP IN THIS PROCESS.

2) PROPERTY TAX RELIEF WE BELIEVE THAT SHARED REVENUE AND
EXPENDITURE RESTRAINT PROGRAMS SHOULD BOTH RECEIVE 3% INCREASES
TO RESTORE EQUITY TO THESE PROGRAMS. SHARED REVENUE HAS BEEN
FROZEN SINCE 1994. WE ARE IN A PERIOD WHERE IT MAKES SENSE TO INVEST
IN THE PUBLIC INFRASTRUCTURE THAT FUELS ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT.

YOU MAY NEED TO LOOK AT EXPANDING LOCAL GOVERNMENT REVENUE
OPTIONS, BUT IT MUST BE DONE IN WAYS THAT TAKE INTO ACCOUNT THE
REVENUE CAPACITIES OF VARYING COMMUNITIES. IT MAY ALSO BE NECESSARY




P

TO ADJUST THE TWO-THIRDS SCHOOL FUNDING COMMITMENT SO THAT,)I'AX
PAYERS DO NOT CARRY THE LOAD OF BUILDING AND PROGRAM EXPANSION.

3) RECYCLING FUNDING RECYCLING PRQGRAMS AND MARKET
DEVELOPMENT SHOULD BE FULLY FUNDED '@1 TIPPING FEES OR OTHER
VOLUME AND USE-RELATED FEES. WISCONSIN SHOULD BE IN A POSITION TO
CAPTURE REVENUE FROM THE OUT OF STATE WASTE THAT THE COURTS TELL
US WE CANNOT BAN. IN ADDITION, THIS REVENUE NEEDS TO BE COLLECTED ON
A STATEWIDE BASIS AND EQUITABLY DISTRIBUTED SO THAT POOR |
COMMUNITIES ARE NOT DISADVANTAGED AND SO TIPPING FEES ARE ROUGHLY
EQUALIZED. IF THIS DOES NOT HAPPEN THE ONLY FUNDING SOURCE LEFT
WOULD BE THROUGH A PROPERTY TAX INCREASE . THAT CHOICE WOULD NOT
BE A POPULAR ONE WITH THE CITIZENS OF WISCONSIN.

4) MUNICIPAL SERVICE FEE PAYMENT FOR SERVICES THAT ARE CLEARLY
RELATED TO PROPERTY OWNERSHIP SHOULD BE REQUIRED OF TAX-EXEMPT
PROPERTIES. SOME COMMUNITIES HAVE A SHRINKING TAX BASE BECAUSE OF
THE LARGE NUMBER OF NON-PROFIT INSTITUTIONS IN THEIR INNER CORES.
AFSCME HAS ALWAYS BELIEVED THAT LABOR FACILITIES SHOULD PAY SUCH
FEES, IF OTHER FRATERNAL AND CHARITABLE INSTITUTIONS ARE PUT IN THE
SAME POSITION. WE URGE YOU TO DISPOSE OF THIS ISSUE ON A STATEWIDE
BASIS BY ENACTING SERVICE FEES.

IN CLOSING | WANT TO THANK-YOU FOR THE OPPORTUNITY OF ALLOWING
ME TO COME BEFORE YOU TODAY AND STATE AFSCME’S POSITION ON THESE
VERY IMPORTANT ISSUES.






Good Afternoon

I am Michael Miller, the Mayor of West Bend, a position | have held for the past 12 years.
| am past president of the League of Wisconsin Municipalities, a board member of the
Alliance of Cities, a member of the steering committee of SEME, which is an organization
of all the cities and villages in Milwaukee, Waukesha, Ozaukee and Washington Counties.
I'am sorry for the long-list of affiliations, but | wanted you to be aware that | have many
opportunities to talk to elected officials throughout the state and the general theme of those

talks has been about how our legislators in Madison have forgotten about local units of
government.

I'am pleased to be here with members of the Town's association, the county association
and fellow mayors and village presidents with a united message that the State of
Wisconsin must stop dumping on local units of government. We are the units of
government that have taken the risks to create industrial parks, office parks and shopping
centers to provide more and better employment for our citizens and also places for them
to shop. We, quite frankly, are the reason that the state’s economy is where it is today.
But we need the state’s help to maintain the level of services we provide to our taxpayers
and to continue to provide economic development that will keep our state strong.

Our message is really simple, the State of Wisconsin should return more of the state’s
revenues that we create back to the local taxpayers, the mom and pop home owners and
our businesses. We are asking the state to do thatin 5 ways: '

1. Increase the amount of money for shared revenues and change the formulas so
that all recipients remain whole and have at least a cost of living increase. Had the

City of West Bend continued to receive the amount of shared revenue that we

2. Provide real property tax relief by increasing segregated funding for local
transportation aids and assistance programs by 6% in each year of the biennium
and also exempt all local jurisdictions from the state tax on motor fuel. (Also see
handout for details).

Location Address: 1115 South Main Street / West Bend, Wisconsin / 53095
Mailing Address: P.O. Box 1975 / West Bend, Wisconsin / 53095-9975



3. Increase the youth aids appropriation and | again have a handout to provide the
specifics.

4, Increase the community aids in each year of the biennium. | have a handout for
their proposal.

5. Provide property tax relief by allowing county governments to retain court fees,
placing additional money for circuit court supports and others as outlined in the last
of my handouts.

If these 5 areas of concern were addressed the citizens of Wisconsin would see true tax
relief. Under the current budget proposals our City of West Bend taxpayers will see a tax
shift from a reduction in income tax to an increase in property tax.

In conclusion | am not opposed to taking the blame for property tax increases that | am
responsible for, but | am tired of taking the blame for state imposed property tax increases.

Thank you for your time.

Michael R. Miller
Mayor, City of West Bend



Partners in Local Government

SHARED REVENUE

Recommendations:

State government should maintain the historic
partnership between levels of government in
providing services to Wisconsin citizens by:

¢ Providing, at a minimum, inflationary
increases to counties and municipalities for
shared revenue, expenditure restraint, county
mandate relief and the small municipalities'
shared revenue programs.

e Creating incentives for counties to control
spending along the lines of the expenditure
restraint program.

Background

Shared revenue — the only county and municipal
program that bases its distribution on equalization —
has only twice since 1985 received a funding increase
at or above the rate of inflation. The last time was in
1990 with the introduction of the expenditure
restraint program. Further, the Legislature and the
governor have created a tight fiscal situation for the
state by approving increased corrections spending
and adopting a policy of funding K-12 education at
two-thirds of costs.

In the beginning of the shared revenue program, the
state kept 10% of the revenue it raised and returned
90% to local governments, a total that included
slightly more than 25% of the income tax, a good
portion of the corporate income tax and between 11%
and 20% of vehicle registration fees.

But by 1988-89, shared revenue accounted for only
14.5% of general fund expenditures, according to the
Legislative Fiscal Bureau. A decade later, the
program's share of GPR had shrunk to 10%.

In the same period, K-12 education increased from
27.4% of the general fund budget to 39.5%, and
corrections increased 160.1%, to a $378.2 million
draw on state tax dollars.

If shared revenue had increased at the rate of inflation
over the past decade it would be an $85.1 million
larger program. Had it maintained its 1988-1989
share of the state budget, it would be $447.9 million
larger.

The effects of this shift in state priorities are felt in
county and municipal budgets every year. The
number of municipalities subject to the shared
revenue formula's 5% "hold harmless" in 1999 is 699,
and the number of counties that have been told they
will be hit by the hold harmless is 43. Similarly, 491
municipalities and 17 counties have had their shared
revenue payments capped — at a 2.9% increase for

~ municipalities and a 3.6 % increase for counties.

In all, 64% of municipalities and 83% of counties are
affected by hold harmless and caps. The longer
shared revenue funding is frozen, the more
equalization is hampered by the hold-harmless
provision,

The governor's budget

Gov. Tommy Thompson's proposed 1999-2001 state
budget would not provide any increases in
shared revenue, expenditure restraint, county
mandate relief, small municipalities shared
revenue or payments for municipal services.

The budget would, however, provide a new
exemption from local property taxes for fax
machines, copiers, cash registers and automated
teller machines, effective Jan. 1, 2000. That
would remove an estimated $490 million worth
of property from local tax rolls, and shift an
estimated $12 million in property taxes to other
taxpayers. u



Partners in Local Government

TRANSPORTATION AID

Recommendations

The Legislature and Governor should provide
property tax relief to  communities for
transportation-related infrastructure improvements
by increasing transportation aids to local
governments.

* Increase segregated funding for local
transportation aid and assistance
programs’ by 6% in each year of the
biennium. Distribute the additional
funding to these programs in the same
proportions as the current state budget
- 74% for local transportation aid
programs, 6% for local transportation
project assistance, and 20% for local
transit aids.

e Exempt all local jurisdictions from the
state tax on motor vehicle fuel.

¢ Eliminate the proposed DOT budget
provision which would charge local
governments a processing fee for each
court ordered drivers license
suspension for failure to pay a
forfeiture that was imposed for
violating an ordinance unrelated to the
operation of a motor vehicle.

¢ Provide a hold-harmless for
municipalities that would lose aid under
the proposed limit for traffic police
costs,

e Continue to hpply federal maintenance
aid as operating assistance for mass
transit assistance.

Backgroimd

Travel on local roads currently accounts for nearly
half of all vehicle miles traveled. At present local
jurisdictions receive only 29% of segregated
transportation fund revenues for general
transportation aid and 7.5% for mass transit
operating assistance.

As reported by the Legislative Audit Bureau, state
aid payments as a percent of local transportation
costs have fallen gradually since 1989 as local
costs outpaced both aid appropriations and
inflation. Local aid as a percentage of the state
Transportation Fund has declined from 41.2% in
1997 to 40.8% in 2000, under the 1997-99 budget
act. ' :

Mass transit federal shares have been cut
significantly. Despite the dramatic growth in the
size of urban service areas, mass transit has not
received the funding it needs to increase levels of
service. This has made it difficult for workers
without cars to reach jobs. The need for improved
transit has grown under Governor Thompson's W-
2 welfare-to-work program.

Governor's budget proposal

Would increase general transportation aids and
mass transit assistance by 3% in calendar year
2000 and 0% in 2001. Would limit aid for traffic
police costs based on a percentage of total eligible
police costs as determined by the department with
county and municipal input. Would provide that
no municipality may receive a decrease in aid in
excess of 2% of its previous year amount. Would
charge local governments a processing fee for

. court-ordered drivers-license suspension for

violating municipal ordinances.
[

'Note - Local Transportation Aids include: General Transportation Aid, Connecting Highway Aid, Flood Damage Aid, Lift
Bridge Aid, County Forest Road Aid, Expressway Policing Aid, Demand Management & Ridesharing. Local
Transportation Assistance includes: Highway & Local Bridge Improvement, Local Road Improvement. Local Transit Aids
include: Mass Transit Operating Assistance, Elderly & Disabled County Aid, Elderly &, Disabled Capital Aid.



Partners in Local Government

YOUTH AIDS

Recommendations:

Short-Term

¢ Increase the Youth Aids appropriation
over the 98-99 base by 5% in each year
of the biennium;

e “re-link” in the statutes juvenile
corrections rate increases with the
requirement that the state increase the
Youth Aids appropriation to cover the
rate increases; and

¢ update the current formula and hold
harmless counties who lose funding
under the update. ’

Long-Term _

¢ Require DOC to convene a committee of
legislators, county representatives and
DOC staff to develop a recommendation
for a new Youth Aids funding formula
and require that the new formula be used
to distribute Youth Aids funding in CY
2001 and

® require as part of that group’s work to
include the creation of an “education
credit” for counties that would be
created by a transfer of funds from
Department of Public Instruction to
DOC that would be sufficient to cover
instructional costs for the juvenile
corrections populations. That credit
would be provided to counties based on
their annual JCI census.

Background:

The Youth Aids audit, released this year by the
Legislative Audit Bureau, showed that in 1982
the Youth Aids appropriation funded 92% of all
county costs for serving juvenile offenders.

By 1997, it paid for only 45% of the costs.
Counties were contributing $100 million,
primarily from property taxes, to fund 55% o
the state-mandated program. '

In the same year, the state Youth Aids |
appropriation to counties was $82.3 million.

Youth Aids provides counties with funding to
partially pay for mandated services under
Chapter 938 to juvenile offenders and their
families. Services are almost exclusively court-
ordered and are intended to rehabilitate the
juvenile offender, address the concerns of
victims and protect the community.

Between 1988 and 1997, local costs for the
program grew rapidly due to a 55% increase in
juvenile offenses statewide, stagnating Youth
Aids increases and increased costs of services
fed by institutional rate increases, increased
populations, increased out-of-home placements
and inflationary costs for services.

Governor’s budget proposal:

Base funding for Youth Aids for 1998-99 is
$82.2 million. The governor’s budget would
increase the appropriation by 2% in each year
of the biennium, with a total GPR increase of
$6 million. JCI rates increase from $159.46 to
$159.62 over the biennium. No formula
changes are proposed.



Partners in Local Government

COMMUNITY AIDS

Recommendations:

¢ Increase the Community Aids
appropriation by at least 3% in each
year of the biennium;

* Delete the statutory requirement for
performance measures under
Community Aids and the reference to
withholding $9 million over the
biennium;

¢ Delete the DHFS authority to transfer
Community Aids into Family Care,
instead require DHFS to negotiate with
individual pilots to determine the amount
to be transferred in contract; and

¢ Delete the statutory requirement to
reduce a county’s Community Aids if a
former recipient of services funded by
the allocation is a participant in the MA
purchase plan, which would be created in
the governor’s budget bill.

Background:

Community Aids provides counties with
funding to partially pay for mandated services
to abused and neglected children and their
families, adults with serious and persistent
mental illness, older adults, adults and children
with developmental disabilities, and older
adults.

The primary funding under Community Aids is
the Basic County Allocation which is made up
of four different sources of federal revenue
(Social Service Block Grant, Temporary
Assistance to Needy Families, Title IV-E
reimbursement for foster care and Medical
Assistance targeted case management funding)
and state general purpose revenue (GPR).
Counties are required to provide 9.89% local
match for Community Aids.

Community Aids funding has either been
frozen or decreased over the past two budget
biennia. This and local funding pressures,
including increasing client populations and
increased costs for services, have pressured
counties to “overmatch” Community Aids
substantially, with a total of $252.6 million of
county tax dollars going to match and
overmatch Community Aids by 1997. That
amount is greater than the $175 million in GPR
in Community Aids for the same year.

Governor’s budget proposal:

Base funding for Community Aids for 1998-99
is $3054 million. Funding under the
governor’s budget would be $294.2 million and
$289 million, respectively in each year of the
budget biennium, representing a 2.5% and a
1.8% reduction.

The budget also would transfer $14.3 million
over the biennium into Family Care. Further, it
proposes withholding $9 million over the
biennium, distributing that amount to counties
based on performance requirements.

Finally, it proposes reducing each county’s
appropriation by an amount to be
determined by DHFS when a county is
providing services funded by Community Aids
to a consumer with a disability who will
receive services under the. proposed MA
purchase plan.



Partners in Local Government

STATE COURT SYSTEM

Recommendations:

* Amend state statutes to return all
dollars collected by the court support
filing fee to counties.

e Phase in county retention of all fees
collected locally by the Clerk of Circuit
Court to help finance court related
expenses (this excludes the circuit court
support fee and fees that must be
placed in the Common School Fund).

* Place enough additional money in the
Circuit Court Support Grant
appropriation to make up for further
shortfalls.

¢ Provide state public defender
representation for parents in CHIPS
cases (removed in the 1995-97 state
biennial budget).

¢ Provide state public defender
representation for all persons found to
be indigent.

Background:

The state court system continues to be one of
the largest unfunded mandates placed on
county government. According to annual
reports filed with the Director of State Courts
office, counties spent almost $90 million in
calendar year 1997 on items eligible for
reimbursement under the Circuit Court
Support Grant appropriation.

Counties also spend additional dollars on
items not recognized by the Circuit Court
Support Grant program including courtroom

- $4,738,500  for

security, rent, maintenance, utilities and
indigent defense.

During the 1993-95 state biennial budget, the
circuit court support grant program was
created as the first step in the state assuming
responsibility for financing the state court
system. The state funded the program with a
$20 court filing fee. The state, once again,
took additional responsibility for financing
the court system by increasing the fee to $40
(830 for small claims and $100 for large
claims) during the 1995-97 biennial budget
deliberations and increasing the amount
distributed to counties under the program to
$16,489,600. In the 1997-99 state biennial
budget bill, the state failed to keep its
commitment to incrementally pick up court
costs by freezing the circuit court support
grant appropriation.

‘During calendar year 1998, counties turned

over to the state $25,481,400 in court support
services fees. However, only $16,489,600
was distributed to counties to offset county
costs associated with the operation of the state
court system under the circuit court support
grant program and $4,738,500 was distributed
to counties to offset costs associated with
guardians ad litem. The remaining
$4,253,300 lapsed to the general fund.

Governor’s Budget Proposal:

The governor’s budget freezes the amount
distributed to counties under the circuit court
support grant program at $16,489,600 and
guardian ad litem

reimbursements.
||



Loss of Shared Revenues from the 1987 Base When | was Elected Mayor

LE_AB SHABED REV. LQ§§ EZPENDI TURE BESTBAlN.T TOTAL Loss
1088 105,936 105,936
1989 141,375 141,375
1990 160,070 | 160,070
1991 159,553 304,031 (144,478)
1992 656,259 285,237 371,022
1993 625,955 316,806 309,149
1004 670,726 453,319 217,407
1995 787,094 497,606 290,388
1996 913,892 511,058 402,834
1097 1,033,464 505,893 527,571
1097 1,147,057 491,409 655,648
1008 1,254,970 497,463 estimated 757,507

7,657,251 3,862,822 3,794,429



To The Honorable Joint Committee on Finances April 8, 1999
By: James H. Harris, 4001 67th Drive, Union Grove, WI 53182 414-878-1663

CITIZEN FRIENDLY TAX FORMS

The complexity and poor organization of ‘the State of Wisconsin Income Taxe Forms
and Directions is a disgrace. Federal Forms are much easier to follow. I really
don't mind paying the taxes but the directions are horrendous to deal with.

They should be written in a manner easily understood and followed by an 8th gréde
student, not by a very bright MBA of CPA.

In fact, I believe a testing program should be developed that state legislators,
their staff and tax department employees all be required to £ill out a typical

farm or small business WI State income tay form before they can be sworn in next
time or get az raise.

Then the form be further improved to be followable by a high school senior and
on to an 8th grade students math test.

When this is done we will have solved two problems, the second being we will have
students who can read, write, add and subtract. ‘

SECONDLY-- The $500 capital gains write off limit is archaic - too small and too

complicated. It too must be brought in line with the much larger federal
allowance of $3,000. :

THIRDLY is it reasonable that one may have a large amount of taxable interest on

capital and not be allowed to use it to cover. a capital loss? Does this really
make sense? '

FOURTH--Continue to remove the ‘school budget from local property taxes and
particularly the farmland tax. Fund the schools via sales and income tax.

The local building codes and zoning laws are becaming highly focused on whether
the proposed house will carry its own weight school tax wise -- this is
wrong..wrong -- this keeps people with modest means in apartment houses and

trailer parks from owning homes. People and children from private homes tend to
be more responsible citizens. ‘

I would like to congratulate and thank the tax department on their courteous and
capable telephone assistance in doing my state income taxes.

Addressing these issues will certainly make income tax preparation a less taxing
experience. My wife and I will be very grateful. :

Sincerely, James and Nelda Harris

4
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Fire Department

‘Ganeral Govermnment
~715-345-5250 -(Non Emergency)
| Fax 715-345-5253 . 1 715-346-5910
. Clerk : (Emergency) 911
; Prasident Police Department
. " Treasursr VILI.AGE OF PLOVER - 715-345.5255
. Administrator :
. ! S!reel Depanment
. *Zoning Adminiswrator : 2400 Post Road isais 6257
- .«;f;;g?“{nm P.O. Box 37 WWTP Dapartmant
; s flon Plover, Wi 54487 1715-245-5259
' Water Depantment

' 715-345-5254
DATE:  April 13, 1999 | |

TO: Joint Finance Committee

FROM: Daniel R. Mahoney, Administrator g A, |
: AND SHERAT GALLE- TESKE /PlesTDeNT  Rever 7RSS
RE: - State Budget BusoaeSs ASSRIDATITO N

The Village of P lover apprecxates the opportunity of providing comments on the Governor’s
proposed budget at the State Budget Hearing held in Stevens Point, Wisconsin. The Village |
would like to focus on two specific areas of the proposed budget, including transportation and |
recycling program ﬁmdmg f

The Village is very pleased to see the increases proposed for transportation funding within the
tate. This will certamly have a positive impact on Portage County and the village of Plover. |
Appropriate funding of the transportation budget is a significant concern to the Village of Plover,
given the large number of transportation projects that arc ongoing or necessary within Portage

County over the next 10 years. Projects such as the CTH HH Second Bridge Project, 139
resurfacing, Eisenbower Widening Project, Hoover Avenue Widening Project, Highway 10
Reconstruction: Project, Highway 66 Project and CTH B Amherst Bypass Project are critical to
the needs of Vﬂlaee and County residents. The Village anticipates additional needs, such as
completion of the Hoover Avenue widening, reconstruction of Business Highway 51 and
widening of STH 54 from CTH B to I 39 over the next 20 years. With the tremendous amount of
existing and planned projects within Portage County, the Village is concerned that appropriate |
Department of Transportation stafting levels are maintained. The Village is extremely concerneid
because District 4 programming levels have steadily increased over the last few years, while |
statfing has been beld steady or has been decreased. It is critical that municipalities such as the !
Village of Plover have the ability to access DOT staif and receive the necessary assistance. As

such, the Village urges adequate staffing of the DOT to meet the needs of the Vaillage of Plovcr
and Portage County.
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The Village also wishes to express its concern about the proposed elimination of the recycling
grant program in two years. This Program is critical to the Village of Plover. The Village urges|
that an alternative source of funding be identified for the recycling program. The Village also
encourages that-an alternative source of funding be determined as soon as possible and not wait |
until the i issue evolves into a crisis. =

Thank you for your time and consideration! ;

TOTAL P.B83
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April 13, 1999

Good morning Co-chairs Gard and Burke, and members of the Joint Committee on
Finance.

Welcome to Central Wisconsin, and thank you for the opportunity it gives the voters of
this area to express our views on the state budget.

You have a very big challenge ahead of you, a job that most of us in this room do on a
monthly, sometimes weekly basis, although admittedly on a somewhat smaller scale. That
job is to balance the “family checkbook,” and your family checkbook is for the entire state
of Wisconsin. Based on my years of experience with the family checkbook, I would like
to respectfully offer a bit of advice.

When faced with a finite amount of “revenue” (i.e. wages) I have found it helpful to
differentiate between “needs™ and “wants™ --- the needs and wants of individual family
members as well as the needs and wants of the entire family. “Needs” are essential -- a
certain basic level of food, clothing, shelter, transportation -- that’s the relatively easy
stuff. The “wants” are much trickier and kind of like frosting on the cake -- going out to
eat instead of home food preparation, Nike basketball shoes instead of a no-name brand, a
bigger house or newer car. Some “wants” we get, most we don’t. So your challenge in
this relatively tight budget cycle, is to meet the needs of state residents while keeping a
careful eye on the wants.

During these hearings in five location throughout the state you will hear many requests for
funding of many worthwhile programs and services. I would like to request consideration
of an item that will benefit every single taxpayer in Wisconsin. Since no one in Wisconsin
pays too little in taxes, I respectfully submit that the families of this state need a tax cut.

In 1998, I had the opportunity to be a candidate for elective representative office. During
a four month period I knocked on almost 10,000 doors in Central Wisconsin, and I
learned, first hand, directly from their mouths, that the biggest concern was taxes. I don’t
need to go over all the gruesome statistics -- it is a well-known fact that residents of
Wisconsin pay some of the highest taxes in the entire nation. A tax cut will allow us to
keep more of our hard-earned money. Then we, the taxpaying families of Wisconsin, have
the privilege of deciding how to spend that money. Iurge you to support an across the
board reduction in income tax rates for all the working people of this state who are trying
hard to balance their family checkbook.

Thank you for the opportunity to share my thoughts with you today.

S o

Respectfully,
_;/)/(’

Mary . Lippert

8182 Apple Road, Pittsville, WI 54466
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Governor Tommy Thompson
State Capitol
Madison Wisconsin

Dear Governor Thompson:

I am writing to express my outrage and sense of betrayal in regard to the proposal in your
1999-2001 State Budget that would increase the administrative fee charged to counties for the
collection of county sales and use taxes. Not only does this proposal directly contradict a promise
that you made to Milwaukee County in 1992, but it also threatens to generate new and unneeded
controversy for the Miller Park construction project.

On March 18, the Milwaukee County Board of Supervisors approved a report that outlines
several major areas in which the County would be adversely affected by your proposed State
Budget. While the sales tax administrative fee increase admittedly is by comparison only a minor
item on that list, | believe that it merits your immediate re-consideration in light of the
circumstances surrounding this issue. '

As you will recall, several years ago you promised to help Milwaukee County find- a way to
fund its portion of the infrastructure costs for a new baseball stadium. In 1992, you lived up to that
promise by agreeing to reduce for all counties the administrative fee that the State charges to
administer the county sales tax from 3% to 1.5%. You recognized; when you took this action, that
the existing 3% administrative fee was excessive. In fact, because an administrative structure
already is in place to collect the state sales tax, many states charge counties nothing to perform
this service. However, you stated that the primary impetus for the fee reduction was to help -
provide Milwaukee County with a means of funding stadium infrastructure costs. It also helped

. reimburse Milwaukee County for the millions of dollars in land that the County eventually
transferred for the stadium project.

Based on this promise, | helped make that land transfer possible as then Chair of the
Milwaukee County Parks Committee. And now, as Chair of the County’s Finance and Audit
Committee, | have stood by the County's promise to provide $18 million in stadium infrastructure
funding with the knowledge that the sales tax administrative fee had been reduced to help
Milwaukee County meet its commitment.

------

Courthouse, Room 201 « 90T North 910 Strezt o Miwaubee, Wiseinisin 3233004145 278"




Governor Tommy Thompson
March 24, 1999
Page 2

That is why | was so deeply disappointed when | learned of the provision in your 1999-2001
Budget that would reverse your promise by increasing the administrative fee to 1.75%. This 17%
increase will cost Milwaukee County approximately $145,000 in 2000, and more than $2.5 million
over the 15-year term of the County Stadium Bonds. It also will adversely impact Milwaukee
County’s ability to finance other capital projects at a time when we already are exceeding the state-
imposed cap on capital spending.

I find it extremely disconcerting that the State would lure Milwaukee County into funding
stadium infrastructure costs with a pledge to reduce the sales tax administrative fees and then,
once the County made good on its commitment by issuing long-term bonds for the project, reverse
this pledge and create another hole in the County budget. It is equally disconcerting to note the
bitter irony in your decision to exempt the Southeastern Wisconsin Professional Baseball Park
District from the administrative fee increase. '

I can only hope that this relatively obscure budget provision was an oversight and that your
personal promise and integrity will motivate you to rectify this problem now that it has been brought
to your attention. With the City of Milwaukee's stadium funding dilemma finally resolved, and with
Miller Park more than half completed, this is not the time for the State to revisit the stadium funding
question, once again, by reversing a long-standing commitment. It would be particularly foolish to
re-open this issue for the sake of a budget provision that would add a few million dollars to an
existing State surplus that exceeds $400 million.

I respectfully urge you to take swift action to remedy this error.

Smberely.
eri

Daniel J. Dilib

c.c. Robert Trunzo, Chairman, Southeastern Wisconsin Professional Baseball Park District
Senator Brian Burke ‘
County Executive F. Thomas Ament
Members, Milwaukee County Board of Supervisors
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December 21, 1894
Supervisor Richard D. Nyklewicz, Jr., Finance Committee Chairman
Ron Gindt, Capital Finance Manager

Brewers Stadium

Background ,

You requested an update to a 1991 analysis prepared by the Department of Administration
which examined projected Milwaukee County costs for the construction of public
infrastructure costs related to the proposed Brewers Stadium. On July 4, 1991, the State
Legislature passed Assembly Bill 485, which established a financing structure for the
$67.2 million in public costs estimated for the new Brewers Stadium. Milwaukee
County's estimated 25 percent share of public infrastructure costs totaled $16.8 million.
It was anticipated that these improvements would be financed from $1.5 million in
highway aids and $15.3 million in general obligation borrowing. The original analysis
indicated that projected revenues were sufficient to repay an estimated $28.6 million in
debt service costs over a 22 year period without a “direct” reliance on property tax
revenue. Subsequently, the County began reserving certain county sales and use tax
revenues for stadium bond repayment. In 1992 the County issued $6.0 million in general
obligation bonds for initial project work elements. These bonds were lapsed to the
County's debt service fund at year-end 1992 when it became evident that project
implementation would be delayed. In addition, the County Board also directed that all
revenues reserved for stadium bond repayment be lapsed to the general fund.

Attached is an updated summary which shows that sales tax revenues earmarked for the
Brewers Stadium project are projected to be insufficient to repay estimated stadium bonds
within the fifteen year repayment period established by current County financing policies.
The analysis indicates that earmarked revenues would be sufficient to repay bonds on a net
present value basis over a 23 year period.

Key Assumptions Used For The Original Analysis

1. The County's share of the public costs of the new Brewers stadium would be $16.8

million, or one-quarter of the total public costs.

2. The County would use $1.5 million in State highway aids to directly finance a like

amount of roadway costs as part of its share of the public costs of the new stadium.

3. The remaining $15.3 million in County costs would be financed with tax exempt general
obligation bond proceeds. While the actual financing structure would be determined
prior to bond authorization, based on then-prevailing market conditions and updated
project cash flow estimates, it was assumed that bonds for the stadium would be issued
in 1992 and 1994 as part of the County's regular corporate purpose issues.

4. Beginning January 1, 1992, County sales taxes collected at existing County Stadium and
revenues subsequently collected at the new Brewers stadium would be reserved for
repayment of stadium debt.

5. As provided in AB 485, fees for State collection of the County sales tax will be reduced
from 3% to 1.5%, beginning with the February 1992 distribution of sales tax
revenues. These increased revenues would also be reserved for repayment of stadium
debt.

oy
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Finance Committee combines

removal of $4 million in in

land needed for a new Mil-
waukee Brewers stadium, a

key decision that state and

Brewers officials say would
the project to move for-

allow
ward.

By GRETCHEN SCHULDT
AND CRAIG GILBERT

of the Journal Sentinel staff

The County Board’s Fi-

nance

Committee Tuesday

recommended transferring

In the same action, howev-

Stadium/Panel OKSs land transfer

From page 1

will be considered Thursday by
the full County Board, but final
action mav be delaved until
Monday. The board on Monday
is scheduled to adopt the 1996
budget, at which time the com-
mittee’s decision on the stadium
issues will be considered.

County Board Chairman
Robert fackson said he did not
think the full board would re-
verse the committee’s financing
recommendation.

Some supervisors have ar-
gued the county is in no finan-
cial condition to contribute mil-
lions of dollars for the benefit of

a private business. Even without’

the infrastructure financing is-
sue, the board is having great
difficulty . developing a 1996
budget that meets the needs of
county residents. :

In the Finance Committee’s
budget deliberations, which
concluded Tuesday, the panel
recommended the county adopt
a 1996 budget that calls for a

- property tax levy of $170.1 mil-

lion, an increase of 8.8". from
the levy for this vear.

And the outlook for 1997, su-
pervisors say, is even worse.

Ament had included $4 mil-
lion of the total $18 million in
infrastructure spending in his
1996 budget. The Finance Com-
mittee recommended deleting
those funds.

The committee also recom-
mended that land for the new
stadium be conveved to the
state “in lieu of any county cost
commitment for infrastructure
improvements related to the
construction of a new stadium.”

Ament said after the meeting
he was hopeful supervisors
eventually would approve the
infrastructure spending.

Ament said his office had
been in touch with state Secre-
tarv of Administration James
Klauser, the governor’s top aide
and a key figure in stadium ne-

gotiations.
“I've not been told .. (the
funding) is unimport'ntlpr for-
getit,” Ament said. _
Klauser said the land had to
be conveved to the gtate, 50 the
state could lease it, to the new
five-county stadium authority,
and the authority then could be-
gin work on fi-
nancing and
building the
balipark. '
Both he and ;
Keane sug-,
gested the is-.
sue  of the.
county’s infra;
structure con-
tribution was
something that

could be .

worked out '(j':::'::r

later. . :
Klauser said

he had “posi- We can't solve

tive conversa-

every problem

tions” with
county officials in one day.”
Tuchay on —

the infrastruc-
ture issue. But he added: “We
can’t solve every problem in one
dav.”,

Laurel Prieb, a spokesman
for the Brewers said, said of the
land' transfer move, “From a
timing standpoint, it was just
very important ... The infra-
structure, of course, needs to be
dealt with and it will be.”

" Jackson, a Finance Commit-

tee member, said the state had
potential revenue sources, in-
cluding Indian gaming or the
Canadian Football League, to
pay the S18 million.

Supervisor Lvnne DeBruin,
who represents the Area sur-
rounding the stadium, said after
the Finance Committee meeting
that she was concerned the
committee’s action could
prompt the Milwaukee Com-
mon Council to put on hold its

“agreement to fund $18 million

in infrastructure costs. That
could put the entire stadium
deal in jeopardy, she said.

However, she said, the pro-
posed land transfer would have
failed Tuesdav in the Commit-
tee on Parks, Recreation and
Culture had the financing com-
mitment not been dropped.

The Parks Committee recom-
mended approval of the transfer
on a 4-3 vote. The resolution ap-
proved by the committee calls
for the state to pay for anv envi-
ronmental cleanup needed at
the site. The Finance Committee
included’ in 'its resolution the
wording endorsed by the Parks
Committee.

Finance Committee Chair-
man Richard :Nvklewicz Jr. said
the land transfer would allow
the Brewers and the Wisconsin
Professional Baseball District to
begin site work for the new sta-
dium.

Jackson said some supervi-
sors had asked state officials for
help on the infrastructure fund-
ing. : .

“The assurances are they will
be working with us,”. Jackson
said, adding there has been no

firm commitment from the state _

on the funding issue. -

In August, Klauser said‘the
county should not look to the

state for help in paving the in-
frastructure costs. . %

More than three vears ago,
the state reduced administrative
fees for handling the county’s
sales tax. The reduction, which
would have saved $800,000 to
$850,000 in sales tax revenue,
was aimed at helping the county
avoid levving property taxes for
infrastructure costs related to
the stadium, he said.

In 1991, the Countv Board,_
agreed to pav for $17 million in .
site and road construction work.
However the plan at the time
called for the Brewers to pay for
the stadium, with $33.6 million
in other infrastructure costs pro-
vided by the state and 2 $35 mil-
lion state loan to the Brewers to
help finance the construction.

Joe Williams of the Journal
Sentinel staff contributed to this
report.

!
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WCHA BUDGET RESOLUTION |
WISDOT 2000 — 2001 BUDGET PROPOSAL

- WHERE AS: THE WISCONSIN COUNTY HIGHWAY ASSOCIATION (WCHA) HAS
REVEIWED THE CURRENT WISDOT BUDGET BEING CONSIDERED BY JOINT

FINANCE

AND WHERE AS: THE WISCONSIN LEGISLATURE PROACTIVELY PROVIDED
IN A IN TRANSPORTATION D I,

B ET IN RESPONS TH S

ASSCIATION S, T REASED FUNDING OF 36.6 MILLION IN
FY. 36.6 MI1. IN FY200

GENERAL TRANSPORTATION AIDS (GTA).

PROGRAM (LRIP). & COUNTY HIGHWAY IMPROVEMEN I PROGRAM -
D NARY - .
BE LVED: THIS INCREA

HIGHWAYS BE FUNDED WITH THE TRANSPORTATION FUNDS CURRENTLY
IN D IN THE PROPOSED WISDOT BUDGET o .

" THUS 'ABLISHIN E TO 1997 AND
ENSURING THAT LOCAL HIGHWAYS SHARE FULLY & EQUALLY IN ALL

- TRANSPORTATION FUND INCREASES

MARCH 31, 1999
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MAJORS
REHAB
SUBTOTAL STH
GTA .
LOCAL BRIDGE

LOCAL ROADS

S8UBTOTAL LoOC,

" TOTAL ROADS

TOTAL BUDGET

1999 - 2001 WISDOT BUDGET
REVIEW OF MAJOR ROAD PROGRAMS
ll1IIIIllllIllI!|lIllllIIIllllIlllllllllllllllllllllll

1087
$ 162,170,000

$ 403,890,700
$ 565,869,700
$ 288,634,000
$  89,607.400
§ 418,264,100

$ 984,133,800
$ 1,567,090,700

% STH OF TOTAL %1%

% STH OF ROADS
% LOCAL OF TOTAL

% LOCAL OF ROADS

§7.60%

© e2.50%

1098

$§ 189,587,200
PLUS TEA-21 $8

$ 452,620,100

PLUS TEA-21 §S

$ 642,207,300
$ 300,891,500
$ 64,070,100
PLUS TEA-21 88

$ 104,622,400

PLUS TEA-21 $S

$ 478,304,000
$ 1,120,501,300
$1,739,013,700
PLUS TEA-21 §8
38.01%
57.31%
wv.&o*.

42.68%

1999

$ 192,579,100
$_ 14,026,300
$ 207,505,400

$ 462,007,500

$ 73,328,800
$ 535,428,300

$ 742,981,700
$ 326,483,400
$ 41,030,100
$__ 2517,300
$ 43,547,400
$ 104,622,400

$ _ 21,341,700
$ 125,984,100

l

f

$ 495,994,900
$1,238,026,600
$1,775,808,000

$_ 138,318,200
$1,814,126,200

l

41.84%
£6.97%
27.03%
40.03%

2000
$ 213,604,400

§ 542,021,400

$ 756,526,000
$ 331,187,500
$ 43,540,000

$ 126,214,100

$ 500,042,500
$1,257,468,300
$1,084,014,100

38.50%
60.16%
25.49%

30.84%

PAGE 1
2001

$ 220,013,800
$ 550,142,200

$ 770,156,100
$ 335,891,500
$ 43,540,000

$ 126,214,100

$ 505,846,600
$1,275,602,800
$2,019,408,800

_ - 38.14%)

60.37%

[0

39.63%
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1999 - 2001 WISDOT BUDGET

o REVIEW OF MAJOR ROAD PROGRAMS
SQS 'llllllllllll.llnlllllllllnllll

PAGE 2
% OF "ROAD PROGRAMS" V8 TOTAL BUDGET IN 1897 62.80%

oo oR [TYETEAN)
% OF "ROAD PROGRAMS" V8 TOTAL BUDGET IN 2001 63.18%

DOLLAR IMPACT OF WISDOT COMMITMENT TO LOCAL PROGRAMS AS % OF TOTAL BUDGET :
1897  2660%. VS 25.04% IN 2001 OR A REDUCED COMMITMENT OF
4 . 1.85% OR

DOLLAR IMPACT OF WISDOT COMMITMENT TO S.T.H. PROGRAMS AS % OF TOTAL BUDGET
1807 '38.11% Vs 38.14% IN 2001 CR A INCREASED COMMITMENT OF
: 2.03% OR

DOLLAR IMPACT OF WISDOT COMMITMENT TO LOCAL PROGRAMS AS % OF ROAD PROGRAMS
1087 42.50% Vs 30.63% IN 2001 OR A REDUCED COMMITMENT OF

2.87% OR

DOLLAR IMPACT OF WISDOT COMMITMENT TO 8.T.H. PROGRAMS AS % OF ROAD PROGRAMS
1087 57.50% Vs 80.37% IN 2001 OR A INCREASED COMMITMENT OF
2.87% OR
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Incoming Message ' JFC Hearings

Page 2 of 3

State Highways: It is crucial the Committee understands that the 1999
base year funding level used in the Governor's budget is misleading. It
assumes a 13% increase in funding above levels approved in the previous

biennium as a result of a Committee decisionin December 1998 to approve

WisDOT's proposal for spending most of the new TEA-21 money on state
highways. In short, the actual increase over two years ago is not the
inflationary increase supposedly proposed in the Governor's proposal.
Moreover, added to the 98% increase in funding for the major highway
projects between 1976 and 1997 revealed by the Audit Bureau, this

committee's 13% increase for state highways in December is enough. Since

transportation needs now dependent on property taxes are being ignored
in the Governor's budget, the state highway program has little claim on
further increases in 1999-2001. Furthermore, this committee's approval
of increased federal funds for major highways in 1998 and 1999 should

not be presumed by WisDOT for 2000-2001 ‘and beyond. When are we going to

begin to fulfill Translinks 21 and start seeing WisDOT budgets that
balance spending more equally among different transportation modes?

Local Roads: Although it is good that the Committee in December of 1998
increased funding for one small local _roads program-i.e., the Local

Transportation Facility Improvement program--overall funding for local

roads is not keeping up with costs and continues to burden local

property taxpayers. in contrast with the State Highway Program, funding

Tor General Transportation Aids (known as local road aids) truly does
start out at the same level as two years ago and will not, under the
Governor's proposal, even keep up entirely with inflation. We support,
instead, Sen. Burke's proposal for 6% increases in each of the biennial
years as part of a gradual evolution towards spending equal shares of
the overall state transportation budget for state and local needs.

Transit: While the Governor's budget continues to accelerate expensive
projects to expand state highway capacity, funding for expansions of
state transit systems is still missing from the Governor's budget. We
object 1o the state's continuad cap on local transit spending as well as

its 50% and 65% caps on total state and federal assistance. This last
cap makes it impossible for transit systems to expand service even when
‘they succeed in obtaining additional federal funds. State transit
assistance should be expanded as in Sen. Burke's proposal and
"de-coupled" from federal assistance so that it cannot be used as a
penalty against hard-won gains in federal funding.

Elderly/Disabled Specialized Transportation (85.21 Program):
Wisconsin's paltry $8 million program for 72 counties across the state
for this quickly growing need is shameful. At best, WisDOT planning
documents indicate that we are transporting half of the eligible riders
half of the time they need. Independent service agencies estimate that
current service supplies 10-20% of the need. Thus, the Governor's
proposal to increase this fund by less than $200,000 is ludicrous. We
need a major increase, on the order of a doubling of current funding, to
reach even WisDOT's proposed level of adequate spending. Although Sen.
Burke's proposal is far better than the Governor's, it frankly doesn't
go far enough.

Land Use Planning: We strongly support and applaud the Governor's

initiative in providing $1 million in federa transportation plannin

funds to local communities for planning. I's ot enough for the tens of
———————————— T
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thousands of local units of government now impacted by major highway
projects but it's a good start. We believe that, above all, this money
should be used to help local communities plan for and mitigate the
secondary land use (sprawl) impacts of major state highway projects. We
also support WisDOT's request for statutory modifications to: 1) create
a new program category in Section 85 that would allow corridor land use
planning to be funded with transportation planning dollars; and, 2)

require transportation impact analyses to be done for large
developments.

State Highway Plan: The engine that generates roughly six new major
highway project enumerations every year except this one is the state
highway plan. WisDOT's new state highway plan calls for funding
increases of $f{.§ billion_or $200 million annually, equivalent to a gas

tax increase of 7 cents. If any plan deserves to be reviewed by this
committee, this plan shoUld. Otherwise, the commities can only look
forward to dozens of expensive project recommendations over which it can
exercise no real control. Moreover, we point out that, once again, there
are no parallel plans for increased investments in local roads or

transit. Plans for these needs are still sitting on the shelf in the

form of an aging long-range WisDOT planning document called Translinks
21. Amend this budget to require that the State Highway Plan is debated
and reviewed by your committee.

----------------------- Headers = ---oemmmemo L
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Three items: 1. Commuter Rail 2. Rivers and Streams Protection

Grants (Shibelski-Cowles Amendment. 3. Stewardship Fund Land
Acquisitions

l. Commuter rail : -Please free up the money for commuter rail so
this program can go forward with no more delays. All the
concerned communities want commuter rail and have made their
financial commitment. We need mass transit which will cut down
on highway congestion and maintenance, reduce air pollution, and
link our communities effectively for both business and
recreation. Spend the money on commuter rail, not on more
highways which deface our countryside and encourage urban sprawl.

2. Rivers and Streams Protection Grants: an excellent, much
needed program. Please support the Shibelski-Cowles Amendment
which will authorize a small pool of funds for local river and
watershed groups to reach their goals. Local organizations are
striving to change the Root River from a liability to an asset.

0535%956, the Sierra Club, Hoy Nature Club, Sustainable Racine, and
the Kenosha/Racine Land Trust.

We also are trying to protect the Des Plaines River basin which
still has working wetlands and excellent habitat' for many
species. This riverine system should be preserved wunspoiled.

3. Stewardship Fund: I have no quarrel with the amount of the
fund. I object to the way the funds are allocated for the Land
Acquisition. They are allocated over a ten-year period. During
the first five years the allocations are meager, gradually
increasing until the tenth year. The first year allocation is
not even sufficient to fund already planned purchases. At the
very least the fund should be evenly allocated through the ten
years. Better, the most money should be spent the first five
years because the precious lands now available for preservation
are being snapped up by developers at record rate. These lands

will disappear before the end of the decade. We need to acquire
these lands NOW.

Also the DNR is required to award grants equal to 50% of
ASSESSED VALUATION. Land assessments are often not realistic. A
property may be assessed at $5000,but the selling price may be
$40,000. Grants should equal one-half the PURCHASE price.

Conservation Reserve: The $40 million provided in this category
should be eliminated and the money transferred to other
categories, i.e. Land Acquisition. The CRE program provides
payments to farmers to enter 15-year contracts to set aside a
portion of their land for habitat improvement. The land still
belongs to the farmer. The Stewardship Fund's mission is to buy
land to give it permanent protection, not to pay farmers to
implement short-term conservation easements. This program should
be financed elsewhere.
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Commuter Rail Study Funds: We object to the Governor's elimination of
WisDOT's proposal for $1 million per year in additional multimodal
planning money for commuter rail alternatives analyses, | cluding for
Metra extension through Racine to_Milwaukee. Important, Iong -considered
I?flannlng requests should be honored. Wisconsin now receives more
than $100 million in additional, mostly multi-modal federal funding and
certainly $1 million of that new money can be spent on a locally
requested alternative.

Passenger Rail: We strongly support and applaud the Governors
initiative on rail passenger service, espe‘iﬁiTﬁith sm In
partlcular we endorse use of Congestion Mitigation/Air Quality funds to
continue Hiawatha service and $500,000 in federal money to improve grade
crossings. This will increase safety for motorists and others and allow
for faster speeds on the Hiawatha as well as other trains. In fact it
would be better to spend more money on this goal. Railroad grade
crossing improvements are currently eligible for hundreds of millions of
dollars in federal Safety and Surface Transportation program funding,
which today Wisconsin spends almost entirely on highway construction,
not the practice in many other states. We also support the Governor's
pledge of state funding to match federal Federal Railroad Administration
planning funds to develop final engineering design specifications for
Amtrak service between Milwaukee and Madison as a key step towards a
high speed rail corridor that will serve everyone in the state,

including residents of Racine.
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The proposed state budget has been released, and Thursday, April 8, at]J. I. Case
High School auditorium, you can go and put in your opinion at the State Joint
Committee on Finance hearings between 10:30 and 5:00 pm. One place we can
get great value for our money is the major investment study for a commuter rail
from Milwaukee, through Racine, to Kenosha and Chicago. This study received
the County and City share required. Surprisingly, the expected state share is not
in the budget. We citizens must speak up, request the state funds for the study,
so we can answer serious questions of engineering issues and funding sources.
For example, without this study we will not be eligible for things like Federal
Pollution Abatement funds, which could pay for most of the new stations.

To the ed%;

The Southeast Wisconsin Regional Planning Commission (SEWRPC) feasibility
study concluded that a commuter train would be highly successful. It will help
Racine people get to their jobs. It will bring more jobs to Racine. It will help
reduce air pollution in Southeast Wisconsin, which helps us all.

We must appeal to the state legislature to include $600,000 for the next stage of
study. We must speak up. Go to the hearings on Thursday. Sign a statement
supporting the commuter rail study. If you have the time, speak on the subject.

- Stand up for Racine, yourself and your friends and neighbors. This study is a
very low cost investment in Racine’s future. Our future.

Jay Warner Owen Davies
Caledonia Racine

Contact:

639-0918 634-0123

4444 N. Green Bay Road 1620 Deane Blvd.

Racine, WI 53404 Racine, WI 53405



Statement favoring railroad passenger project funding
presented by Norman Siler,on behalf of KenRail
April 8, 1999

to Joint Finance Committee, Wisconsin Legislature

Good morning. My name is Norman Siler, a resident of Kenosha county and voter in the
City of Kenosha. | represent the Kenosha-Racine chapter of a statewide non-profit group,
Wisconsin Association of Railroad Passengers, which we identify colloquially as KenRail
and WisARP, respectively. _

In the past year, KenRail has lauded the completion of a “feasibility study” by Southeast
Wisconsin Regional Planning Commission which evaluated a proposal for establishing a
&ublic transit rail service,-often termed commuter rail service, between Milwaukee and

enosha, as an extension of existing commuter rail service on lakeshore tracks between
Chicago and Kenosha. The lllinois commuter service, known as Metra, is a longstanding
facet of the several commuting modes available to northeast lllinois workers and profession-
als, and its availablity in Kenosha attracts more than 300 riders each weekday.

A favorable finding by SEWRPC in its evaluation, and a recommendation by the technical
committee advising SEWRPC during its study to proceed with a second, more detailed
study of Milwaukee-Kenosha commuiter trains’led us, KenRail, to anticipate onset of that
second study early this year, in 1999. To date, that start up by SEWRPC, has not begun,
and several reasons can explain the delay, including SEWRPC preoccupation with other
commuter rail proposals elsewhere. .

Meanwhile, uncertainty has also haunted some of the funding for the second, detailed
planning study because Department of Transportation, WisDOT, has lacked guidance from
legislators in formulating its funding priorities for railroad transportation projects. However,
legislators have lacked sufficient data about commuter rail project proposals to formulate a
meaningful policy toward them. Legislators have looked to WisDOT for guidance in
formulating critenia for measuring commuter rail proposals, while WisDOT has looked to the
Legislature for policy guidance on the same proposals. To a layman, the indecison has
seemed equivalent to deciding which came first, the chicken or the egg.

KenRail members and other lakeshore supporters for commuter rail service expect Wis-
DOT will soon break this conundrum by funding the SEWRPC detailed planning study of
lakeshore commuter rail service, as first studied in 1997-1998. With that pioneering
procedural work by SEWRPC and WisDOT, we expect the Legislature will then have
sufficient data, through WisDOT, to begin formulating a statewide policy toward passenger
rail projects.

In other words, we believe concurrent studies of commuter rail projects for Milwaukee-
Kenosha service and for Dane county service, also being funded by WisDOT, will during
the next biennium begin the next phase of a process initiated by 57 percent of Wisconsin
voters in 1992 -- and by almost 70 percent in Kenosha county -- when they approved a
constitutional amendment to use State funds for railroad projects, as the constitution earlier
authorized State funding of airports, harbors and highways.

During that next phase, during the next biennium, the Legislature will begin addressing the



fundin? priorites which must accompany any State of Wisconsin expenditure. We believe
you will glean much insight from the SEWRPC study of commuter trains here, as will Wis-
DOT, Those crucial insights will prove particularly useful to Joint Finance Commitee as it
addresses a range of other proposals for passenger trains, including the Midwest Regional
Rail System, a nine-state project for linking several Wisconsin ciities via high speed trains to
Minneapolis and Chicago, and to other cities beyond Chicago.

With southeast Wisconsin preparing to study in detail a commuter rail project, we urge Joint
Finance Committee to provide in the next biennium a budget item which addresses
regional proposals for railroad projects, as well as providing for statewide evaluations of
other proposals. We in southeast Wisconsin, thanks to our Regional Planning Commission
and support from lakeshore community leaders, have been at the forefront o implement-
ing the 1992 decision by Wisconsin voters to apply State funds to railroad projects, to
passenger train projects as well as freight rail projects. :

We, KenRail. urge dyou to draw upon the regional work done here in addressing the
statewide funding ecisions legislators will be called upon to make in the years after the
next biennium. And, we urge to you to provide funds in future biennia which bring to fruition
the project plans developed regionally and by WisDOT.

Thank you.

Norman Siler, editor

KenRail Telegraph newsletter
P.O. Box 27

Somers WI 53171-0278
phone: 414/605-0135

email: norms @wi.net



